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SUMMARY

MCI Telecommunications Corporation ("MCI") respectfully opposes the motion

brought by the Rural Telephone Coalition ("movant") for a stay of sections 51.303, 51.405, and

51.809 of the Commission's rules promulgated in the First Report and Order implementing

section 251 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. Pub. L. No. 104-104, 110 Stat. 56 (1996)

("the Act"). I The Commission should deny the motion because movant has made absolutely no

showing that it is likely to prevail on the merits of its challenge, nor has it demonstrated that the

balance of equities favors granting a stay.

Movant's argument that the Commission exceeded its authority in promulgating

the rules on rural exemptions is baseless. The Commission acted well within its statutory

lIn the Matter of Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 96-98
(Released August 8, 1996) ("Order").



authority in defining the phrase "undue economic burden," as economic burdens beyond those

normally associated with the advent of competition. Similarly, the Commission's rule requiring

parties claiming continued exemption from, or suspension or modification of the Act to

demonstrate that they are so entitled comports with the Act's language and purpose.

Movant's arguments that the Commission exceeded its authority by requiring

incumbent local exchange carriers ("ILECs") to file preexisting agreements such as Extended

Area Service ("EAS") agreements is similarly meritless. The Commission's rules are in accord

with the plain, unambiguous language of the statute, and they directly further competition in

local markets. Movant's use of section 259 in an attempt to bolster its argument is misplaced:

section 259 simply does not apply to the agreements about which movant expresses concern.

Finally, the balance of the equities requires that the Commission deny the stay

motion. Issuance of a stay would delay competition, in direct contravention to the public interest

in competition expressed in the Act. Although movant makes some effort to argue that operation

of the Order will cause it to suffer economically, the "harms" it will suffer amount to no more

than those associated with the loss of monopoly status. For all these reasons, the Commission

should deny the motion.
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INTRODUCTION

MCI Telecommunications Corporation ("MCI") respectfully opposes the motion

brought by the Rural Telephone Coalition ("movant") for a stay of sections 51.303, 51.405, and

51.809 of the Commission's rules promulgated in the First Report and Order implementing

section 251 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. Pub. L. No. 104-104, 110 Stat. 56 (1996)

("the Act").2 The Commission should deny the motion because movant has made absolutely no

showing that it is likely to prevail on the merits of its challenge, nor has it demonstrated that the

balance of equities favors granting a stay.

Movant's argument that the Commission exceeded its authority in promulgating

21n the Matter of Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 96-98
(Released August 8, 1996) ("Order").
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the rules on rural exemptions is baseless. The Commission acted well within its statutory

authority in defining the phrase "undue economic burden," as economic burdens beyond those

normally associated with the advent of competition. Similarly, the Commission's rule requiring

parties claiming continued exemption from, or suspension or modification of the Act to

demonstrate that they are so entitled comports with the Act's language and purpose.

Movant's arguments that the Commission exceeded its authority by requiring

incumbent local exchange carriers ("ILECs") to file preexisting agreements such as Extended

Area Service ("EAS") agreements is similarly meritless. The Commission's rules are in accord

with the plain, unambiguous language of the statute, and they directly further competition in

local markets. Movant's use of section 259 in an attempt to bolster its argument is misplaced:

section 259 simply does not apply to the agreements about which movant expresses concern.

Finally, the balance of the equities requires that the Commission deny the stay

motion. Issuance of a stay would delay competition, in direct contravention to the public interest

in competition expressed in the Act. Although movant makes some effort to argue that operation

of the Order will cause it to suffer economically, the "harms" it will suffer amount to no more

than those associated with the loss of monopoly status. For all these reasons, the Commission

should deny the motion.
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ARGUMENT

I. THE COMMISSION'S ORDER SHOULD NOT BE STAYED.

A. Movant Has not Established any Likelihood of Success on the Merits of its
Challenge to § 51.405.

1. The Commission has Clear Statutory Authority to Enact Regulations
Implementing 251(1).

Section 251(d)(l) directs the Commission, "[w]ithin 6 months after the date of

enactment of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 ... [to] complete all actions necessary to

establish regulations to implement the requirements of [section 251]." Included in section 251

are the exemption and suspension or modification provisions of § 251(f). Thus, on its face, the

Act vests the Commission with clear authority to establish regulations implementing the rural

telephone company provisions of section 251.

In accordance with its mandate to establish implementing regulations, the

Commission promulgated Subpart E, which includes the challenged section -- section 51.405. In

this Subpart, the Commission explicitly recognized that states retain substantial authority in

administering section 251 (f). In section 51.401, entitled "State Authority," the Commission

expressly recognized that the determination whether a telephone company is entitled to

exemption, suspension or modification under section 251(f) of the Act is to be made by state

commissions. See also Order at ~1253 (section 251 determinations generally "should be left to

state commissions.").

Movant's extended discussion about which commission has authority to grant

exemptions, suspensions, or modifications, (see Motion at 3,) is thus entirely beside the point.
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State commissions have authority to make such determinations, and the FCC's rules recognize

that authority.

2. Nothing in the Rule Enacted by the Commission is Contrary to the
Statute

a. The Commission's Definition of "Unduly Economically
Burdensome" is Reasonable.

There is no merit to movant's challenge to the Commission's determination that

"unduly economically burdensome" means "burden beyond the economic burden that is typically

associated with efficient competitive entry."3 See Motion at 4.

The Commission's determination that "not unduly economically burdensome"

means something more than the economic burdens associated with efficient competition is

consistent with both the plain language of the statute and with Congress' intent. The Act was

designed to "remove the outdated barriers that protect monopolies from competition and

affirmatively promote efficient competition ..." Order at ~ 1. Congress certainly knew that

competition would impose the "economic burden" of competition for revenue on incumbent

monopolists, including rural monopolists. Congress could have chosen to exempt rural

telephone companies altogether from the threat of competition. It did not do so. Instead, it

provided rural telephone companies with an exemption from the requirements imposed on other

ILECS, but only until that rural telephone company receives a bona fide request for

interconnection, services, or network elements. At that point, Congress required the state

3 The phrase "unduly economically burdensome" is found both in § 251(t)(1) and §
251 (t)(2). The Commission interpreted the phrase consistently in both. See § §
51.405(c)-(d).
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commission to conduct an investigation, and terminate the exemption "if the request is not

unduly economically burdensome, is technically feasible, and is consistent with section 254...."

Section 251(t)(l)(B). In that context, "unduly economically burdensome" cannot mean anything

other than imposing a burden above that associated with the mere advent ofcompetition.

Movant's next argument -- that the Commission's rules shift the statutory

presumptions contained in the exemption -- is simply wrong. See Motion at 6. There is no

presumption in the statute that a rural telephone company will retain its monopoly status forever.

Instead, as noted above, the statute requires state commissions to terminate the section 251 (t)(1)

exemption from the pro-competitive requirements of the Act unless it finds that a request is

unduly burdensome, technically infeasible, or inconsistent with section 254. Similarly, section

251(t)(2) contains no presumption that states will suspend the Act's requirements for rural

carriers. Instead, a carrier must petition for suspension or modification and the state commission

is authorized to grant such a petition only "to the extent that, and for such duration as, the State

commission determines that such suspension or modification is necessary" to avoid a significant

adverse economic impact on consumers, to avoid imposing a technically infeasible requirement,

and to further the public interest.

Movant's final argument -- that the Commission's rules somehow eliminate other

statutory requirements -- is specious. See Motion at 5-6. The statute sets out three criteria a state

commission must consider in determining whether a rural carrier can retain its exemption in the

face ofa bona fide request for interconnection. ~ 47 U.S.C. § 251(t). The Commission's rules

clarify the scope of the first -- whether a request imposes an undue economic burden. Nothing in

the Commission's rules, however, eliminates the other two requirements -- that the request
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received from a potential competitor is technically feasible and is consistent with section 254 of

the Act. Thus, under the Commission's rules states can, and indeed must, consider the final two

requirements when making a section 251(f)(1) determination.

b. The Commission's Assignment of the Burden of Proof was
Reasonable.

Movant next challenges the Commission's determination that the rural telephone

company claiming an exemption from or requesting suspension or modification of the Act's

requirements bears the burden of demonstrating that such a departure from the Act is warranted.

See Motion at 8-9.

This argument rests on the fundamentally mistaken assumption that rural

telephone companies are entitled automatically to exemption, suspension or modification of the

Act's requirements, and that a would-be competitor must therefore demonstrate why it would be

inappropriate for the rural telephone company to operate outside the competitive strictures of the

Act. This interpretation, however, is completely contrary to the purposes of the Act. As the

Commission noted, the goal of the Act is to open local markets to competition. If a given rural

LEC believes that it cannot endure competition, the statute and the Order provide a mechanism

for exemption of otherwise applicable requirements.4 There is nothing impermissible in the

Commission's rule requiring the rural LEC to demonstrate that it should remain exempt, or

4 Movant's argument that the "status quo" is exemption from the Act's requirements is
simply wrong. See Motion at 7. Rural telephone companies enjoy exemption only until they
receive a bona fide request for interconnection. At that point, far from being ensured, the
exemption must be terminated unless the state commission affirmatively finds it is warranted.
And, carriers must affirmatively request suspension or modification of the Act -- a clear
departure from the status quo -- under § 251(f)(2).
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qualify for suspension or modification of the Act. Nothing in the Act indicates that Congress

intended to require potential competitors to prove that competition should go forward. There is

simply no statutory basis for invalidating the Commission's burden rule.

Furthermore, the rule adopted by the Commission is the only one that would make

sense. As the Commission noted, the rural LEC claiming it needs to be exempt from the Act's

requirements on, for example, the ground that providing interconnection would be unduly

economically burdensome, is in the best position to support that assertion. Order at ~ 1263. The

rural LEC, not the would-be competitor, possesses all of the relevant economic data. Requiring

new entrants to prove the negative -- that competition would not unduly burden the rural LEC -­

would be nearly impossible as a practical matter.

Movant also argues that the burden standard adopted here differs from the

Commission's general rules. Motion at 9-10. But, the Commission has the power to adopt

generally applicable background rules, and to adopt rules for specific situations that differ.

Movant does not, and cannot, contest this point. The reference to the background burden rules

found in the Administrative Procedures Act is even more irrelevant; rural LECs seeking

continued exemption, or requesting suspension or modification of the requirements of the Act,

will not do so under the APA, they will do so under the rules at issue here.

3. There is no "Notice" Issue.

Movants' notice argument is meritless. In its Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, the

Commission indicated that it was considering establishing "standards that would assist the states

in satisfying their obligations under this section." NPRM at ~ 261. Parties, including movant,

had full and fair opportunity to comment on any and all potential standards -- both in their
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opening and reply comments. And, as movants note, some parties did comment on the very rules

adopted by the Commission. The rules were adopted after the required notice and comments.

There is no "notice" issue.

B. Movant Has Demonstrated No Likelihood of Success on the Merits of their
Challenge to §§ 51.303 and 51.809.

Movant next complains that the Order "by federal fiat, sweeps longstanding

agreements between neighboring ILECs under the 1996 Act's interconnection requirements,"

Motion at 15, and that the portion of the rules governing the filing and approval of pre-existing

interconnection agreements should be stayed.

Far from imposing new requirements by fiat, the Commission's Order and rules

merely reflect the mandate of the Act. The Act itself requires that agreement, "including any

interconnection agreement negotiated before the date of enactment of the Telecommunications

Act ... be submitted to the State Commission ...." Section 252(a). Section 51.303 simply

restates this statutory command.

Presumably recognizing this, movant retreats to the argument that certain

agreements, including ILEC-ILEC Extended Area Service ("EAS") and similar agreements, are

not actually "interconnection agreements." Instead, it argues, these types of agreements are

"infrastructure sharing" agreements governed by section 259. Motion at 15-17. That argument

is simply wrong.

Section 259 imposes additional requirements on ILECs with respect to certain

"qualifying carriers" -- those new entrants that lack economies of scale or scope, and offer

telephone exchange service, exchange access, and any other service included in universal service

8



through a service area. It does not eviscerate the requirements of section 251, and it certainly

does not suggest that existing agreements between ILECs are somehow outside the scope of251.

It does not apply to agreements like those at issue here.

Indeed, the real reason rural telephone companies do not want to file their EAS

agreements is not that they are actually section 259 agreements, it is because rural telephone

companies do not want those agreements to be subject to the nondiscriminatory availability

requirement found in section 51.809. Although movant does not appear to challenge the

Commission's "most favored nation" provision generally, it does argue that because section

51.809 will apply to their ILEC-ILEC agreements which will be filed under section 51.303,

section 51.809 should be stayed. See Motion at 17.

The statute mandates that these agreements be made available to other carriers on

a nondiscriminatory basis. Section 252(i) of the Act requires LECs to make available any

interconnection, service or element contained in an agreement that has been filed with and

approved by the relevant state commission. EAS agreements must be filed and approved,

therefore they must be offered on a non-discriminatory basis to other carriers. There is no

exception in the Act for agreements entered into between neighboring ILECs.

Nor does the claim of the rural telephone companies that these agreements are

commercially not viable alter the Act's requirement. See Motion at 19. Although movant does

not explain why it would be so, if, for some reason, these agreements actually are not viable in a

competitive marketplace as movant claims, the correct response would not be to define them out

of the statute. Instead, as the Commission expressly recognized, state commissions can reject

these agreements, and they can be renegotiated. See Order at ~ 170.
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In addition to mandatory statutory language, the Act's purposes compel rural

telephone companies to make these agreements available to competing carriers. EAS

agreements, for example, allow customers in rural areas to call into neighboring urban areas for

"local" rates. Those urban ILEC's customers in turn can call the rural area for the same "local"

rate. If existing EAS agreements remain in effect exclusively, and new entrants are not allowed

to take advantage of them, new entrants will not be able to offer the same scope of service at

local rates, a result that would unquestionably preclude effective competition. Movant recognize

this yet offers no meaningful justification for such a direct contradiction to the Act's fundamental

purposes.

Finally, movant argues that the requirements that pre-existing contracts be filed

and made publicly available will result in the evisceration of existing agreements and the

corresponding increase in rural rates. Motion at 19-21. Even if each relevant agreement would

be renegotiated at higher rates, and there is no evidence that they would, the appropriate response

would not be to sanction discrimination against potential competitors. The universal service

fund is designed to ensure that rural customers do not pay significantly higher rates than their

urban counterparts. It is through that mechanism that rural customers can and should be

protected from increased costs of service.

The Act requires, moreover, that universal service subsidies be competitively

neutral. Allowing rural telephone companies to hide their interconnection agreements, and allow

them (and the larger ILECs with whom they have these agreements) to benefit from these secret

deals is obviously not competitively neutral, nor is it required to keep rural rates at a permissible

level. See Order at ~ 713. Allowing rural telephone companies to benefit from their secret deals
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is simply not allowed under the statute, and would be flatly contrary to the public interest in

increased competition.

c. The Equities Weigh Strongly Against Staying Sections §§ 51.405, 51.303 and
51.809.

In addition to likelihood of success on the merits, a court must also consider the

balance of the equities in deciding whether to grant a stay: whether petitioner has shown

irreparable injury, whether issuance of a stay would substantially harm other parties, and where

the public interest lies. Virginia Petroleum Jobbers Association v. FPC, 259 F.2d 921 (1958).

Not only will movant fail on the merits of any challenge to the Commission's rules, which

clearly merits denial of its motion for a stay, the balance of factors also weighs against imposing

a stay. Movant asks the Commission to stay rules that, by design, open up local markets to

competition. Although it is not surprising that rural carriers are attempting to avoid true

competition, there can be no question that competition is the primary good that Congress sought

to achieve in the Act. Staying the Order is therefore directly contrary to the public interest.

Nor can movant demonstrate any harm, much less irreparable harm, if the stay is

not granted. It argues that if section 51.305 is not stayed, rural telephone companies will incur

costs preparing to meet their burden of demonstrating undue economic burden. Motion at 12. If

the Order were stayed, they imply, they would avoid these costs. That argument is baseless.

Rural telephone companies will, and indeed are, receiving bona fide requests for interconnection

now. Whether or not the Order was in place, states would be required to determine whether the

251 (f)(1) exemption should continue to apply, or whether suspension or modification of the
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Act's mandates should be granted under 251(f)(2). Even if the Order were not in place, rural

telephone companies would have to retain attorneys, consultants and economists to present

evidence to the state commissions on the relevant statutory factors.

Movant also argues that if the Order is in place, state commissions will ignore

their obligations regarding universal service. Motion at 12-13. This argument appears to assume

that the Commission's rule on what constitutes an undue economic burden somehow supplants

the universal service inquiry mandated by the Act. As discussed above, however, this assertion

is utterly groundless. The Order sets a standard for one statutory criteria, it does not direct or

authorize states to ignore others.

Finally, movant resorts to shrill rhetoric about being "deliberately disadvantaged"

under the FCC's Order. Motion at 13. The truth, however, is simple: the Order implements the

goal of the statute -- to force monopolists to give up their monopoly control. Although

competition certainly takes away an advantage from rural LECs -- the advantage ofmonopoly -­

that "disadvantage" is the purpose of the statute. If true competition threatens to do more than

that, imposing an extraordinary economic burden, or harming consumers, state commissions are

empowered to stop it.

Movant's arguments for staying the other challenged rules rest at bottom on the

assumption that monopoly conditions are best for rural customers, and only monopoly conditions

can protect them from higher rates. Motion at 20-21. This utterly ignores universal service, and

stands the entire premise of the 1996 Act on its head. Congress determined that choice is best for

consumers. Nothing in the Order, or movant's argument, alters that. And nothing movant has

pointed to approaches a justification for staying the Order.
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II. CONCLUSION

For all the foregoing reasons, the motion should be denied.

Respectfully submitted,
MCI Telecommunications Corporation

Don Sussman
Regulatory Analyst
MCI Telecommunications Corp.
1801 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
202/887-2779
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Richard H. Rubin
AT&T Corporation
295 North Maple Avenue
Room 324511
Basking Ridge, New Jersey 07920

James U. Troup
L. Charles Keller
Bay Springs Telephone Co.
1801 K Street, N.W., Suite 400K
Washington, D.C. 20006

Michael E. Glover
Leslie A. Vial
James G. Pachulski
Lydia Pulley
Bell Atlantic
1320 North Court House Road, 8th FI.
Arlington, VA 22201



John T. Scott, III
Bell Atlantic Nynex Mobile, Inc.
1001 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004

M. Robert Sutherland
Richard M. Sbaratta
A. Kirven Gilbert III
BellSouth
1155 Peachtree Street, N.E., Ste 1700
Atlanta, GA 30309-3610

Mark J. Palchick
Stephen M. Howard
Buckeye Cablevision
1828 L Street, N.W., Suite 1111
Washington, D.C. 20036

Danny E. Adams
John 1. Heitmann
Cable & Wireless, Inc.
1200 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Michael F. Altschul
Randall S. Coleman
Cellular Telecommunications
Industry Association
1250 Connecticut Ave., N.W. Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20036

Richard Rubin
Steven N. Teplitz
Centennial Cellular Corporation
1400 Sixteenth St., N.W. Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20036

Winston Pittman
Chrysler Minority Dealers Association
27777 Franklin Road, Suite 1105
Southfield, MI 48034
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Thomas E. Taylor
Jack B. Harrison
Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company
2500 PNC Center
201 East Fifth Street
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

Richard M. Tettelbaum
Citizens Utilities Company
1400 16th Street, N.W. Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20036

Norman D. Rasmussen
Colorado Independent Telephone Assoc.
3236 Hiwan Drive
Evergreen, Colorado 80439

Robert 1. Hix
Vincent Majkowski
Colorado Public Utilities Commission
1580 Logan Street, Office Level 2
Denver, CO 80203

Terrence P. McGarty
COMAV, Corporation
60 State Street - 2nd Floor
Boston, MA 02109

Howard 1. Symons
Cherie R, Kiser
Russell C. Merbeth
COMCAST Corporation
701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 900
Washington, D.C. 20004

Gerald M. Zuckerman
Edward B. Myers
Communications and Energy
Dispute Resolution Associates
1825 I Street, N.W. Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20006



Ronald 1. Binz
Debra Berlyn
Competition Policy Institute
1156 15th Street, N.W. Suite 310
Washington, D.C. 20005

Reginald J. Smith
Connecticut Department of
Public Utility Control
10 Franklin Square
New Britain, CT 06051

Bradley C. Stillman
Dr. Mark N. Cooper
Consumer Federation of America
and Consumers Union
1424 16th Street, N.W., Suite 604
Washington, D.C. 20036

Frank W. Lloyd
Donna N. Lampert
Continental Cablevision, Inc.
701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 900
Washington, DC 20004

Werner K. Hartenberger
Leonard J. Kennedy
Laura H. Phillips
J.G. Harrington
Cox Communications, Inc.
1200 New Hampshire Ave., N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20036

Desoto County, Mississippi
Economic Development Council
2475 Memphis Street
Hernando, Mississippi 38632
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Lawrence Crocker
District of Columbia
Public Service Commission
450 Fifth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001

David C. Jatlow
Ericsson Corporation
2300 N Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Thomas K. Crowe
Excel Telecommunications, Inc.
2300 M Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20037

Cynthia Miller
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Michael 1. Shortley, III
Roy L. Morris
Frontier Communications Servs. Inc.
1990 M Street, N.W., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20036

B. B. Knowles
Dave Baker
Georgia Public Service Commission
244 Washington Street S.W.
Atlanta, GA 30334-57011

Robert C. Schoonmaker
GVNW Inc.lManagement
P.O. Box 25969
(2270 La Montana Way)
Colorado Springs, CO 80936 (80918)

Kathy L. Shobert
General Communication, Inc.
901 15th St. N.W., Suite 900
Washington, D.C. 20005



Michael J. Ettner
General Services Administration
18th & F Streets, N.W. Rm. 4002
Washington, D.C. 20405

Maudine Cooper
Greater Washington Urban League
3501 Fourteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20010

William P. Barr
Ward W. Wueste
Gail L. Polivy
GTE Service Corporation
1850 M Street, N.W., Suite 1200
Suite 1200
Washington, D.C. 20036

Eric J. Branfman
Morton J. Posner
GST Telecom, Inc.
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

Hart Engineers
Robert A. Hart IV
P.O. Box 6436
Baton Rouge, LA 70896

H. Keith Oliver
Michael S. Fox
Home Telephone Company, Inc.
200 Tram Street
Moncks Comer, SC 29461

Dwight E. Zimmerman
Illinois Independent Telephone
Association
RR 13, 24B Oakmont Road
Bloomington, IL 61704
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Fiona Branton
Information Technology Industry Council
1250 Eye Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Dana Frix
Hyperion Telecommunications, Inc.
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

Myra L. Karegianes
David W. McGann
Illinois Commerce Commission
160 North LaSalle Street, Ste. C-800
Chicago, Illinois 60601

Weldon B. Stutzman
Idaho Public Utilities Commission
P.O. Box 83720
Boise, ID 83720-0074

Robert C. Glazier
Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission
Indiana Government Center South
302 West Washington, Suite E306
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

Earl Pace
Black Data Processors Association
1250 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 610
Washington, D.C. 20036

Albert H. Kramer
Robert F. Aldrich
Attorneys for
Intelcom Group (U.S.A.), Inc.
2101 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037-1526



Jonathan E. Canis
Reed Smith Shaw & McClay
Intermedia Communications, Inc.
1301 K Street, N.W.
Suite 1100 East Tower
Washington DC 20005

William H. Smith, Jr.
Iowa Utilities Board
Lucas State Office Building
Des Moines, Iowa 50319

Christopher W. Savage
Navid C. Haghighi
Jones Intercable, Inc.
Cole, Raywid & Braverman, L.L.P.
1919 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W., Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20006

Timothy E. Welch
Bogue, Kansas
1330 New Hampshire Ave., N.W.
Suite #113
Washington, D.C. 20036

David Heinemann
Julie Thomas Bowles
Kansas Corporation Commission
1500 S.W. Arrowhead Road
Topeka, KS 66604

Amy E. Dougherty
Kentucky Public Service Commission
730 Schenkel Lane
P.O. Box 615
Frankfort, KY 40602

Robert J. Aamoth
Jonathan E. Canis
LCI International Telecom Corp.
1301 K Street, N.W.
Suite 1100 East Tower
Washington, D.C. 20005
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Peter A. Rohrbach
Linda L. Oliver
Kyle Dixon
LDDS WorldCom, Inc.
555 Thirteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004

Robert A. Mazer
Albert Shuldiner
Mary Pape
Lincoln Telephone and
Telegraph Company
1455 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004-1008

Lawrence St. Blanc
Gayle T. Kellner
Louisiana Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 91154
Baton Rouge, LA 70821-9154

Stephen R. Rosen
Theodore M. Weitz
Lucent Technologies
475 South Street
Morristown, New Jersey 07962

Joel B. Shifman
Maine Public Utilities Commission
242 State Street
18 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333-0018

Bryan G. Moorhouse
Susan Stevens Miller
Maryland Public Service Commission
6 St. Paul Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202


